
PP 24 04 19

PLANNING APPEAL DECISION

Lead Officer: Nick Hayhurst – Planning Development Manager

To inform Members of a recent appeal decision in respect of a site to the south of Elizabeth 
Crescent, Whitehaven   

Recommendation: That the decision be noted in the context of the Council’s Local Plan 
Policies and also in relation to performance monitoring.

Resource Implications: Nil

1.0 SUPPORTING INFORMATION

1.1 Members refused planning permission for an outline application for the development of a 
greenfield site off an existing cul de sac immediately to the south of Elizabeth Crescent in 
2017. Members made this decision against Officer advice. The Officer recommendation to 
approve the application was based on the advice received from the Highways Officer at 
Cumbria County Council. He was of the opinion that, although the junction of Rosemary 
Crescent and Victoria Road which serves Elizabeth Crescent was substandard, its increased 
use as a result of the scale of development proposed would not result in severe adverse 
impacts which was the test set out in the NPPF 2018. 

Planning permission was refused for the following reason:-

1. The proposed development would result in a significant intensification in the use of 
an already substandard junction onto Victoria Road, the scale of which would result 
in a severe impact on highway safety in the locality. As a consequence this proposal 
would be contrary to paragraph 32 of the National Planning Policy Framework and 
policies ST1 and DM 22 of the adopted Copeland Local Plan. 

2. The proposed development would be served by an unsatisfactory route along 
Elizabeth Crescent which does not meet current design standards. This route, due 
to its length, narrow width, sharp right angled bend, steep gradient and inadequate 
road surface would be unsuitable to serve an additional 50 dwellings. The 
development would create unacceptable road safety issues during both the 
construction and operational phases of the development to the detriment of the 
amenities of the residents on the existing estate. 

1.2 An appeal which was lodged against this decision by the applicants has now been 
DISMISSED. 



1.3 Highway Safety

The Inspector noted that although the junction is within a 30 mph the available data shows 
that 85th percentile is 37.8 mph eastbound and 33.6 mph west bound. The junction at 
Victoria Road as currently configured falls short of the visibility requirements as set out in 
the Manual for Streets for the actual 85th percentile speeds on Victoria Road.

He was of the view that vehicle movements through the junction would increase 
significantly as a result of the proposed development and this could result in an increased 
risk of accidents occurring at the Victoria Road junction. He was not satisfied that this 
junction would continue to operate in a safe manner taking into account the traffic speeds 
along Victoria Road and the restricted visibility at the junction. 

1.4 Access Route along Elizabeth Crescent

The Inspector noted that although Elizabeth Crescent is a long cul de sac with several steep 
changes in vertical alignment, including a 90 degree bend part way along its length, he did 
not consider this to be uncommon in Whitehaven where a significant amount of 
development outside the town centre is built on higher and sloping ground. He noted that 
most houses along Elizabeth Crescent had off street parking provision within their curtilage 
and there was little evidence of significant levels of on street parking at the time of his site 
visit.  

He noted that the existing access route is an adopted highway and did not consider there 
was any evidence which demonstrates that the gradients would make this access route 
unacceptable to carry the additional traffic that would be generated by the proposed 
development. 

1.5 Conclusion

The Inspector was of the view that although Rosemary Crescent and Elizabeth Crescent 
would provide a practical access route to the appeal site it had not been demonstrated 
that the junction with Victoria Road would continue to operate safely were the 
development to proceed. In undertaking the planning balance the Inspector concluded that 
the proposed development would cause harm to highway safety in the vicinity of the 
appeal site which he considered to be a serious matter.  In undertaking the planning 
balance he did not consider that the benefits that would result from the provision of 
additional housing were sufficient to outweigh the adverse impacts of highway safety. 

Contact Officer: Nick Hayhurst – Planning Development Manager

Background Papers: A copy of the Inspector’s decision letter is appended.


